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ABSTRACT 



The problems of personnel appraisal are many in any organi- 
zation. Appraisal systems have frequently been studied; recom- 
mendations almost invariably call for the replacement of the 
appraisal report form. However, this analysis of Marine Corps 
officer appraisal is restricted to use of the present report 
format and seeks means for improving officer evaluation within 
that constraint. 

The study traces some recent history of reporting systems 
of the military, Marine Corps and otherwise. It investigates 
the rating scale, details the reporting scheme and considers 
the problematical results produced by rating officers. The 
current use and evaluation of the fitness report is outlined 
briefly and the application of the computer in standard-score 
evaluation of fitness reports is presented. The need for, and 
a means of, feedback to the rater is discussed. 

Essentially, the conclusions of this report could represent 
a first-phase, no-risk endeavor toward better use of the current 
rating system. 
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CHAPTER I 



INTRODUCTION: THE PROBLEM AREA 

"The moving finger writes; 

And having writ, moves on; 

Nor all your piety nor wit 
Shall lure it back to cancel half a line 
Nor al 1 your tears wash out a word of 
it," 

. . .Omar Khayyam 



A Statement 



Few topics have been so favored by attention as has person- 
nel performance evaluation. If a reader does not confront, on 
the one hand, almost rampant treatments of the subject by the 
civilian community^, he may witness, on the other hand, fre- 
quent effort to evaluate military personnel appraisal in his 
favorite military journals. 

The appraisal program of no branch of service has escaped 

criticism, even within very recent months. General David W. 

Hiester, USA, publishing in Army stated lucidly: "Perhaps vfe 

(the U. S. Army) should take a fresh approach to see if we can 

significantly improve the validity of our reports as well as 

o 

facilitate their administration." General William C. Hall, 

USA, has said in the same publication: 

Something must be done before the current (efficiency 
reporting) form becomes useless because of inflation. 

A different one. ..should be devised. ...The only other 
solution I can think of is a moratorium on ratings. 

Limit reports to a single descriptive paragraph. A few 
years of this will create a demand for a rating system. 3 

^See, as example, J. P. Guilford, Psychometric Methods (New 
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1954) which contains some 

650 references for this and related subjects. 

^David W. Hiester, "The Case for Level Raters." Army , XV 
(December, 1964), 40. 

^General William C. Hall, "The Folly of Inflated Ratings," 
Army , XIII (April , 1 963 ) , 70. 
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It is stated in 1). S, Naval Institute Proceedings , in a 

moment of obvious literary temperance by its authors: "That 

our (the services 1 ) present system (of appraisal) apparently 

has functioned adequately is more a testimony to the quality 

4 

of our officer corps than to the reporting system." Later, 

warming to their subject, the authors made this point: 

...If because of the increasingly technical com- 
plexity of the military environment, reporting 
officers are becoming less able to evaluate per- 
formance accurately; and if "formology" (refer- 
ing to the reporting format) is, at best, a mutable 
science, where, then does this find us? It finds 
us exactly where we are now, and where we have been 
subsequent to World War I I — in a deplorable circle. 5 

And probably one of the most outspoken reviews of the dilemma 

is to be found in Armed Forces Management which, among other 

things, editorial i zed : 

...we won't bother here to emasculate in great 
detail the silliness that an officer doesn't 
know why, at promotion time, he didn't make it; 
nor, at the outset, whether he was even in the 
running. It's apparently fruitless to note as 
well that he has no measuring point against 
which to gauge how well he has performed. The 
record he stands on is not the result of whether 
he won the ball game but of how well somebody 
thinks he p 1 ayed . . . thus , we find frequent 
charades where an Air Force officer, used to 
one promotion system, will evaluate the perfor- 
mance of an Army colonel, being judged by 
another system. That, in turn will be endorsed 
by a Navy captain familiar with a third routine-- 
and it will all be forwarded by a civilian who 
has little familiarity with any of the three. 

4 • . 

Major Harold K. Jones, Captain James L. Keating, and 
Lieutenant Commander George Positch, "Officer Appraisal in the 
Armed Forces," U. S. Naval Institute Proceedings, XCI (April, 
1965 ), 76 . 

^ I b i d . , p. 77. 

£ 

C. W. Borklund, "Who Gets Promoted in this Zoo?", Armed 
Forces Management , XI (Hay, 1965 ), 11 . 
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Marines, it is to be noted, can also select from many such 

remarks in their own publications. One example said 

...selection boards have had their hands full 
in trying to pick the cream of the MarCor crop 
for promotion because the majority of reports 
are flowery but give little significant infor- 
mation as to the officer's particular ability 
and practical application.' 7 

Earlier, Major General J. P. Berkeley, USMC, then Deputy 
Chief of Staff of the Marine Corps, Personnel, published while 
answering openly a query from a non-commissioned Marine con- 
cerning failure of selection to the next higher grade: 

...Our fitness report system is lousy... the 
Board (selection) gets little help from fit- 
ness reports ... Si nee a Board is composed of 
human beings we must admit they make mistakes 
now and then. However, over the years our 
experience has been that they^bat about 90% 
and that is pretty damn good. 

Some History 

The evidence seems clearly unfavorable to the several 
systems of military personnel evaluation currently in use. If 
this is the case, why then have there been no changes in the 
systems? 

To be sure, history is fraught with changes to the reporting 
systems. The U. S. Navy, for instance, used some 48 different 

Q 

report formats between 1865 and 1956. 

The very recent history of the reporting system of the U. S. 
Army is a case study of itself. That organization had developed 



^Lieutenant Colonel W. L. Traynor (ed.), "Officer Markings 
Get Special Attention," Marine Corps Gazette, XLVIII (November, 
1964 ), 6. 

o 

General James P. Berkeley, "Letter to a Staff NCO," Marine 
Corps Gazette, , XLIV (May, i960), 36 . 

^Harold K. Jones and others, loc. c i t . 
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Beset by 



during the 1940*s a "forced-choice" rating system.'^ 

difficulties, the "forced-choice" report was abandoned, and, in 

1961, a new officer efficiency reporting technique was adopted. 

Army publications in mid-summer of that year were busy educating 

the marking officer corps to the origin and capability of the 

new report. One reported 

All of f i cers--rated and raters--are more than 
little interested in a centralized evaluation 
system that plays so important a part in their 
professional lives. Every competent officer 
wants to be rated fairly and equitably, and 
usually develops a similar attitude towards his 
responsibility for rating the performance of 
others . 

The new system emerged partly out of hundreds 
of such discussions (as above) of a more formal 
kind, over the past several years. It is safe 
to say that every known theory and system of 
evaluating performance, every reasonable combi- 
nation of rating methods, every strong and weak 
features of the old system, and every concept 
that might possibly have value in the new, has 
been a subject of study and purposeful decision. 

Appropriately secure in the knowledge that their new system 

was a product of keen professional competence, of experience, and 

of caution, the Army made its new system effective on 1 September 

1961. Figure 1, pages 5 and 6, portrays the new report form. 

'^The "forced-choice" technique for rating personnel provides 
a check list of specific descriptive phrases, so arranged that 
their selection permits scoring but does not disclose their scoring 
effect. The rater, required to choose from among these statements, 
cannot be sure what effect his decision will have on the resulting 
rating for any individual. The obvious purpose of this method is 
to eliminate as far as possible any human bias by setting up a 
system in which the rater is prevented from knowing precisely how 
he has rated the ratee. For further discussion of this technique, 
see: William B. Wolf, The Management of Personne 1 (San Francisco: 

Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1961), p. 223. 

'^Lieutenant Colonel Robert C. Store, "The New Efficiency 
Report," Army , XII (August, 1961), 30. 
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RLAQ CAREFULLY REFERENCED SECTION IN AR G23-105 BEFORE ATTEMPTING TO FILL OUT ANY ITEM 



I. LAST NAME • F INST NAME - MIDDLE INITIAL 



PART I • PERSONAL Data (Read Section IV. AR 623-105) 

J SERVICE NUMBER 



A- DATE OF RAN 



7 UNIT. ORGANIZATION. STATION ANO MAJOR COMMANO 



S BRANCH 
BASIC ToETAIL 



«. INI T RA APMT 
YES fMO~ 



PER lOO COVERcO 



PART II - REPORTING PERIOD AND DUTY DATA (Read Sactiona IV and V. AR 623-10 5) 

10. REPORT BASEO ON (Check) 



DUTY OATS 



OTHER OATS 



9 REASON FOR RENDERING REPORT (Check) 
ANNUAL 



CHANGE OF RATER 



PCS RATED OFFICER 



CHANGE OF DUTY FOR RATED OFFICER 



Other (Specify) 



O AIL Y CONTACT 
FREQUENT OBSERVATION 
INFREQUENT OBSERVATION 



RECDRDS AND REPORTS 
OTHER (Specify) 



II. PRINCIPAL DUTY 



12. DUTY 
MDS _ 



OUTY ASSIGNMENT FOR RATEO PERIOO 



IS- AUTH 

GRAOE . 



14. MAJOR ADDITIONAL DUTIES 



PART III - MANNER OF PERFORMANCE (Read paragraph 2lc. AR 623 t0$) 



H< UNABLE TO EVALUATE THIS OFFICER FDR TNE FOLLOWING REASON: 



DA, f « m «67-5 



B E B L ACES DA FORM 67 5 1 FEB 62 WHICH IS 

OBSOLETE EFFECTIVE 30 SEP 63 



US ARMY OFFICER EFFICIENCY REPORT 

(AR 633- (OS) 






my Officer Efficiency Report Form 



Figure I 
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PART IV - PERSONAL QUALITIES (Rood paragraph 2ld. AR 623 105) 


PART V • APPRAISAL OF QUALIFICATIONS 


LEGEND 


OEGREE 


< INAOEQUATE MARGINAL BELOW AVERAGE AVERAGE ABOVE AVERAGE EXEMPLARY 


(Read paragraph 21 s. 


AR 623-105) 


NUMBER 


0 1 .2 3 4 .5 


OUT 1 ES 


RATER 


INDORSER 


RATER 


INDORSER 


• ADAPTABILITY (Adfuata to now or changing situations & stresses; boars up under pressure) 


COMMANO A TACTICAL UNIT 










b. COM D NON-TACTICAL UNIT 










b. AMBITION ($••*• and welcomes additional and mors important responsibilities) 


C. STAFF 


PERSONNEL 


(-■) 


( ) 






c- appearance (Poeaaease military bearing and Is neat, smart, and well-groomed) 


UNIT (U) 


INTEL. 


( ) 


( ) 






d COOPERATION (Works In harmony with others as a team member) 


GENERAL (G) 


OPERATIONS 


( ) 


.. _L 1 






a . OEP EN OABIL IT Y (Consistently accomplishes desired actions erith minimum supervision) 


OR 


LOGISTICS 


( ) 


1 JL 






1. ENTHUSIASM (Motivates others by his seal) 


JOINT (J) 


RAO 


( ) 


( ) 






g. EXPRESSION (Espressos hlmeeil clearly and concisely both orally end in writing) 




COMPT 


( ) 


J UT 1 






h. FORCE (Executes actions vigorously) 


d SPECIAL STAFF 

RATFR fSDOClfVi 










I. INOENUITY (Finds solutions to problems regardless of obstacles) 














1 • INITIATIVE (Tekss necessary and appropriate action on his own) 


Indorser (Specify) ~ 










k. INTELLIGENCE (Acqutras knowledge end grasps concepts readily) 














1 J UOO E me nt (Think* logically and makes practical decisions) 


• SPECIALIST 

o Arrci J far \ 










m- LOYALTY (Renders faithful and willing support to superiors and subordinates) 














i). MORAL COURAGE (/nlBiJeclu#/ honesty, willingness to stand up and be counted) 


INDORSER (Specify) 










o. SELF-DISCIPLINE (Conducts himself in accordance with accepted standards) 














p. SELF-IMPROVEMENT (Takes action to Improve himself) 


t WITH OTHER US FORCES 










q SOCIABILITY (P*r(icip*/«* Irssiy and easily In social end community activities) 


OR AGENCIES 




, 








r ■ stamina (Performs successfully under protracted physical and mental etreae) 


g WITH FOREIGN FORCES 










s TACT (Ssya or dosa whet Is appropriate without giving unnecessary of fen a e ) 


OR GOVERNMENTS 










t UNDERSTANDING (Appreciation of another per eon' a viewpoint) 


h- INSTRUCTOR 










^ SCORE 


1 WITH RESERVE COMPONENTS 







RATIO OFFICERS NAME AHO SERVICE NUMBER 



PART VI • OVERALL DEMONSTRATED PERFORMANCE AND ESTIMATED POTENTIAL (Read paragraphs 2fl and 2ig, AR 623 105) 



RATING 


EXPECTEO OISTR IBUTION OF 100 OFFICERS RATED 


OVERALL OEMONST R AT EO 
PERFORMANCE 
(1) 


ESTIMATED POTENTIAL 
(2) 


RATER 


VALUE 


indorser 


, RATER 


VALUE 


INDORSER 


• OUTSTANDING 


1 


* 


96 - 100 


• 




10 




ft. exceptional 


II 


• 


90 - 95 1 


+ 




9 




C. SUPERIOR 


mt 




80 - 89 






8 




tmmmm 




70 - 79 






7 




d EXCELLENT 


ttttttttlttttHtt tttttttttttt t 




60 - 69 






6 




tttttttttttttttttttttttHtttH 




50 - 59 






5 




• EFFECTIVE 






40 - 49 






% 




mi 




30 - 39 






3 




f- MARGINAL 


it 


• 


20 - 29 


• 




2 




g INADEQUATE 


♦ 


* 


10 - 19 


• 




1 




SCORE 










■* ' 





PART VII - NUMERICAL VALUE 
(Read paragraph 2lh. AR 623 105) 
(Score* to bo entered by rotor and indorsor, 
and vorihod by a personnel otlicor) 



SCORES 



COMPOSITE SCORE 



PART VIII AUTHENTICATION (Road paragraph 2U. AR 623 105) 



IT. SIGNATURE OF RATER 



TYRED NAME, GRADE. BRANCH. SERVICE NUMBER. ORGANIZATION. AND DUTY ASSIGNMENT 



PART IV 


RATER 


INDORSER 








PART VI (!) 






18 SIGNATURE OF INDORSER 


DATE 


PART VI (2) 






TOTAL 






TYPED NAME. GRADE BRANCH. SERVICE NUMBER DRG ANI 2 AT ION. AND DUTY ASSIGNMENT 



REVIEWER (Read Section VI, AR 623-105) 
SIGNATURE OF REVIEWER 



MY REVIEW | | INDICATES NO FURTHER ACTION 



I | RESULTS IN ACTION STATED ON CONTINUATION SHEET 



21. DATE ENTERED ON DA FORM 86 j 22. P ERSONNEL OFFICER'S INITIALS 



THIS REPORT 



INCLOSURES (Insert •*0" it appropriate) 



US GOVISNMENT POINTING OFFICE UIIO-HMW 






Figure 1 (continued) 
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The Army's wait for some judgement was not a long one. 

Just seven months after its inception, the new reporting device 

suffered the observation that "unless we change the way we handle 

it, it seems likely that by 1964 it will have gone the way of its 

predecessors." And speaking of predecessors, the author recorded 

...during the last two decades the average life of any 
system has been little more than three years. Each 
new system is accompanied by bright hopes and glowing 
assurances that one of the knottiest problems of person- 
nel admi n i strat ion finally had been solved. And every 
time these hopes soon give way to disappointment, then 
to discrediting a "new" system which had too quickly 
grown "old". This cycle may represent some kind of 
progress, but the improved reports have not been forth- 
comi ng. ^3 

It can, of course, be argued that such a single observation 
has only so much influence, is only so valid. And that is true, 
but the validity of the first judgment soon became significantly 
more obvious. Six months later it was reinforced publicly and 
its reinforcement included a plea for evaluation of the marking 
of f i cer to be used in "weighting" the importance of his report.'^ 
Four months after that came General Hall's appeal for a moratorium 
on ratings.'"* Next Major General A. S. Newman, USA, reviewed 
techniques for endorsing and rating officers.'^ Finally, General 
Hi ester recommended a "new" system.'' 7 



'^Colonel Bergen B. Hovel 1 , "Efficiency Reporting: The 

Practice and the Prose," Army , XII (June, 1962), 25. 

1 3 I b i d . 

'^El Paso, "Efficiency Reporting," Army, XII (January, 1963), 
59. 

'^General William C. Hall, loc . c i t . 

'^General A. S. Newman, "Loyalty and Efficiency Reports," 
Army , XIV (August, 1963), 70. 

'^General David W. Hiester, loc. c i t . 
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A system, advertised in 1961 as product of M every known 
theory of evaluating performance" seems now in 1965 destined to 
achieve only the average life of its several predecessors of the 
"past two decades." 

The effect, if any, that the recorded instability in 
appraisal methods has had upon the appropriate selection of 
officers to be retained in the Army's professional cadre is not 
of immediate concern here. What is important to remember is the 
series of unhappy experiences which that service has encountered 
in attempting to make sweeping changes in their system. Important 
to remember, too, is that the current appraisal produqt of all 
this painful evolution is yet a system which many consider to be 
somewhat less than sat i s f ac tory . 

The Army is not alone in its experiences. 

1 ft 

Recent Marine Corps Officer Appraisal 10 

The Marine Corps finished the second World War with much 
larger personnel appraisal problems than it had ever previously 
encountered. From an organization of 18,000 men in 1935, it had 
grown to one with 485,000 by 1945. To be sure, there was a 
reduction to be made in strength in the return to a peace-time 
force, but never again was the Corps to be the small group in 
which large percentages of non-commissioned and commissioned 
officers were personally acquainted. The need for valid recording 
of personnel capabilities and potential value was acute. 

1 8 

For a more complete review of Marine Corps officer 
appraisal see: William R. Etnyre, "Appraisal's Role in Marine 

Corps Career Management", (unpublished Student Thesis, George 
Washington University, Washington, D. C., 1 965 ) * 
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The late forties witnessed frustrations in personnel 

appraisal. Officers were evaluated using form NAVMC 652 PD # 

See Figure 2, pages 10 and 11. Non-commissioned officer 

evaluation used a similar form. The total appraisal situation 

was well portrayed in this published letter: 

In the old Marine Corps which we all knew and loved 
so dearly, normally every noncommissioned officer 
was marked all 5s (maximum evaluation) across the 
page of his service record book, regardless of his 
worth and regardless of the instructions issued. 

To correct that habit, and those worthless marks, 
in the new Marine Corps Manual and service record 
book there have been substituted new instructions 
and a new system of marking proficiency which 
ranges numerically from 0 to 9. 

In spite of very detailed instructions most seniors 
continue to give NCO's the highest possible mark, 9. 

This defeats the system and makes the marks worth- 
less. It also heavily penalizes those NCO’s who 
serve under a marking senior who abides by the in- 
struction. 19 

One month prior to that letter which concerned junior 

NCOs, the Commandant of the Marine Corps issued General Order 

72 which radically revised the evaluation technique and format 

for officers. Basically, the same reasons as Colonel Totman 

20 

had identified were the cause for General Order 72. Form 
652PD (Rev 7-50) became effective. (See Figure 3, pages 12, 13, 
14 and 15.) 

In the same month that the new order became effective, the 
Marine Corps was to become engaged in land-locked warfare in 
Korea. Their combat engagement was to last just three years-- 

1 9 

-^Lieutenant Colonel C. 0. Totman, Letter to the Editor, 
Marine Corps Gazette , XXXIV (August, 1950), 11. 

on 

William E. Etnyre, ££. c i t . , p. 32. 
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NAVMCGSSPD 



REPORT ON FITNESS OF OFFICERS OF THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 

(To b* lubnintd in occordtuco with Art. 1J7, U. S. Nary IU|uliUoat, 19J0, tad Art. 1&-22, Maria* Corpa Manual) 



(Name — Surname first) 



(Rank) 



U. S. M. C 



Ship or station 



Period covered months, from 

To be ontwrred by officer reported on: SMAflt 

' -/;V> . i. Fl&MM 4 

1. Regular duties ;*j. 

2. Additional duties ....... :V. i. . . 



to 



3. Wife’s address t 

4. Name, relationship, and address of person other than wife to be notified In case of emergency. 



T 



' (Signature) 



u. a m. c, 



(Rank) 



To be sntwered by reporting • 

5. Reporting officer : ! U. 8. 

j (Name) 1 (Rank) 

6. Method of rating . — When rating this officer, consider carefully and keep In mind the following definitions, taking 

Into consideration his length of service, the opportunities afforded him which might have a bearing on hla 
performance of duty, his personal characteristics, and professional qualifications: 

UNSATISFACTORY. — Inefficient: below minimum standard. 

FAIR.— Satisfactory; passably efficient; up to minimum standard. 

GOOD. — Average qualifications; efficient, but to a less degree than "Very good." 

VERY GOOD.— Above average; efficient; well qualified. 

EXCELLENT.— Highly efficient; qualified to a high degree. 

OUTSTANDING. — Superior; exceptionally efficient; qualified to a preeminent degree. 

NOT OBSERVED.— To be used In all cases where the reporting officer has had insufficient opportunity to 
observe the officer reported on during the period covered by this report to permit a rating as to perform- 
ance of a particular duty, personal characteristics, or professional qualifications. 

7. Before making out this report, decide In your own mind on an actual officer In the grade of the officer now being 

reported on who. In your opinion, based on personal knowledge, Is the outstanding officer of his rank In the 
Marine Corps; or 

Decide in your own mind the character attributes and professional qualifications which the ideal officer In the 
grade of the officer now being reported on should possess. 



% 

8. Considering the officer reported on In comparison with your Ideal (7), and 
having In mind the instructions Under (6) “Method of Rating", Indicate your 
estimate of him by marking ”X" In the appropriate space below. 

i 

i 


Not observed 


O 

i 

1 

L> 


I Z 


Good , 

if 


Very Good 


Excellent 


<4 

C 

i 

« 

t 

5 

c 


PcrfprmwtK of duty (based on fad)} i 

(n) Regular duties 
















(M Additional duties . . 1 
















(r) Administrative duties *•,,.« ;.. 


















i 

(d) Executive duties 


















(»*) Handling officers 


















(/) Handling enlisted men v 


i 
















* • i 

(a) Training trooDS 1 i ... ! 


i 

L • ... 














; 


(h) Tactical handling of trooDS (unit aonronrlate to officer's (Trade) 














1 





















Appraisal form used for 
Eva I u<£t u on ' D'u’~ § 



Marine Corps Officer 
ng the 1 9^0 s 



F I gure 
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1 9. To what degree has he exhibited the following qualifications? Consider him 
in comparison with your Ideal (7). and Indicate your estimate by marking 
"X'* in the appropriate space below. 


w 

"e 

c 

V. 


u 

7 

c 


3 

u. 


i 


£ 

• 7 

>* 

t* 

V 

> 


* 


i t 

c 

c 

n 

« 

| 


hr) Physical fitness (physical stamina: endurance under hardship, adversity, or 
















<M Military hearing and neatness (dignity of demeanor: neat and smart appear- 
ance * 
















(r) Attention to duly (industry; the trait of working thoroughly and conscien- 

( i 










* 






(rf) Cooperation (the faculty of working in harmony with others, military or 
civilian • 
















(.•) Initiative (the trait of taking necessary or appropriate action on own re- 
sponsibility) ■ 
















</) Intelligence (the ability to grasp readily situations and 

, instructions 1 
















i'u) Judgment and common sense (the ability to think clearly and arrive at log- 
ical conclusions i 
















</i) Presence of mind (the ability to think and act promptly and effectively in 
an unexpected emergency or under great strain i 
















til* Force Miic faculty of carrying out with energy and resolution that which Is 
licit* vi’fl In h* i c:»; nn.ible. right, or duty) . 






% 










i / * Leadership (the capacity to direct, control, and Influence others and still 
maintain high morale) 
















U-) Loyalty (the quality of rendering faithful and willing service, and unswerv- 
ing allegiance under any and nil circumstances) 

































10. Has he any characteristics— temperament, moral, physical, etc.— which adversely affect his efficiency? 



If yes. briefly describe them 



11. During the period covered by this report, has the work of this officer been reported on either in a commen- 

datory way, or adversely? If so, indicate subject matter and date 

12. During the period covered by this report was he the subject of any disciplinary action that should be included 

on his record? If yes, and if net previously reported to Headquarters, attach separate state- 

ment of nature and attendant circumstances. 

13. In ease any unfavorable entries have been made by you on this or on a previous report, were the deficiencies 

noted brought to the attention of the officer concerned? If yes, what improvement, if any, has 

been noted? 

If no improvement was noted, what period of time has elapsed since the deficiencies were brought to his 
notice? 

14. Considering the possible requirements of the service In war, Indicate your attitude toward having this officer 

under your command. Would you — 

<(») Particularly desire to have him? (r) Be willing to have him? 

(M Be glad to have him? id) Prefer not to have him?... ; 

If (</>, explain briefly 

15. (To be answered only when reporting on officers serving under revocable commissions). Do you recommend 

retention In the service after expiration of revocable period of commission? 

. (Ye* *»r no; if negative five rrawn«) 

16. Remarks: (To be used for additional pertinent Information or comment, If any, not covered elsewhere in this 

report) ’ 



17. Indicate your estimate of this officer’s “General Value to the Service”, using the "ratings specified In (6) 



18. Having in mind the special fitness of this officer and the efficiency of the naval service, I certify that to the 

best of my knowledge and belief all entries made hereon are true and without prejudice or partiality. 

1 





f 


(Signature) 


(Rank) | 

/. ' ’ J 


( Date) 






( Duty) 


, 




A 


• ■- 1 






A . 
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PUSK.ViENT SAMPIE 

NAVMC^PD FUNC.K/iAL FILE 

OFFICER FITNESS REPORT 

U. S. MARINE CORPS iwri: # ' >1 

L-J No. ! . :t»\. •... Inf* 


jECTION A (To be completed 6y adjutant or unit personnel officer) 

1- - - _ IIRMCS 


(Last name) (First name) (Initial) (Orade) (Service number) 

2 OrpAmratinn * ( ... ... * - . * - 


3. Primary MOS ,, , . ... _ _ Additional _ 


4. Occasion for report (check appropriate box ) : 

□ Annual □ Detachment of officer □ Change of report- Q Concurrent □ Special (Explain on line 

reported on Ing senior report below) 


Period covered! From „„ _ to Tr . . Month* ........ , _ r _ , 


6. Periods of nonayailability (30 days or more) (RxpWn) . _ 




7. Duty naaigonifnt* during period covered? Regular (Dates, description title, and duly A ffiSt) ... T 






Additional (Descriptive title and number of months) r . 






ft. Officer** preference for nert assignment (/*f choirs) _ . T „ T .. T „.. T - 


(2d choirs) (Ad choirs) .. „ _ _ . T .. 


0. Name of reporting senior . — Grade US. 






SECTION B (To be completed by reporting senior) 

11* Recommendations for officer's next duty assignment: 

• 


,12. During the period covered by this report: Yes No 

(а) Has tiie work of this officer been reported on In a com- □ P // in (a), (&), or (c), and a report hae NOT i )ftn 

mendatory way? eubmitted to the CMC, attach teparofe statcmpr\l gf 

(б) Ha. the *o,U of this officer been sported Jc{ 

(c) Was he the subject of any disciplinary action that should P P 

be included on his recofqf 


r T • . 4 - T T »-'■ v A — — , ’ *, “ • t - ", t . +• , 

13. Entries on this report are ba*e<4 oo {Cheek appropriate hex); 

□ Daily contact and clots □ Frcouent observations P Infrequent observations 

observation of his work Of his work of his work 


14. Remarks: 


IftHItSH 



Critical Inc ae' 1 Rep, mp I e/nenfced by General Order 72 
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SECTION C (To be completed by reporting tenior) 

DIRECTIONS 

1. This section contains 27 elements on which the officer Is to be rated. For each element five levels of performance aro defined by ex- 
amples. The examples do not cover every possible type of behavior for the element to be rated, but arc typical examples of performance 
at the various levels. 

2. Head and eonsldor all flvo lovols of performance which ere do fined for eaoh element. Dotermlno which lovol moat properly describes 
the officer, and record an "X” in the box above the selected example. Mark the “unknown” box whenever you havo insufficient Infor- 
mation to make an evaluation. 

3. Follow this procedure until you have recorded a tnArk for each of the 27 elements. 


1. PROFICIENCY IN HANOLINQ ADMINISTRATIVE DETAILS 


1. UNDERSTANDING INSTRUCTIONS! 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

Unknown Misunderstood! Instructions. Ii «iow to grasp instruction*. Understand* Instructions Orssps qntckly tbs mala Grasp* Instructions qnlckly* 

with a minimum of slab- points of Instruction*. completely, end accurately, 

oration. 


1 SCHEDULING WORKi 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

Unknown Schedule* work so poorly Make* Ineffective allocation* Schedules work louto cover Schedules work so welt that Distributes tlma and effort 

that the activities of others of time sad effort. the Important phases of . all phases of assignments ar* so that all phases of assign* 

are hindered. assignments. covered. me nta Arc covered In a par- 

ticularly student manner. 


*. CHECKING ACCURACY OP WORKl 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 
Unknown Overlooks nnmerou a serious Overlooks serious errors Overlooks only minor error*. Overlooks only • faw minor Overlooks no errors, 

errors. occasionally. error*. 


4. WRITING LETTERS AND REPORTS! ! 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

Unknown Frequently writes unaooept- Writes acceptable latter* or Writes aooeptabls letters or Writes letters or reports Writes superior letters or 

ahla letters or reports. reports only after receiving reports. which are dear and wall reports on difficult subjects, 

rupees <lon* lor extensive e« pressed, 

revision. 


*. GETTING COO PE RATION! 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 
Unknown Antagonizes many of those Makes llttta attempt to gel Enlists cooperation In lm- Enlists cooperation In Ail Gels the full sod setivs 

whose support Is essentia). cooperation. port ant phases of his work chases of hla work by deal- support of nil concerned 

from those concerned. fng tactfully with those coo- through his tactful and 

earned. persuasive manner. 


*. PRESENTING FINISHED WORK! 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

Unknown Presents work In 6ucb die- Present* work In such form Presents work lo such form Presents Work In fuch form Presents work *0 orgnolrcd 

organl red form that It give* that ft five* looomplata that action can be taken. that necessary action la that action can he taken 

almost no hash for action. bash for action. dearly Indicated. quickly and with ConOdeoce. 


II. PROFICIENCY IN SUPERVISING PERSONNEL 


1. DELEGATING AUTIIORITTj 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 

Unknown ncsltotes to delegate Makes overlapping or vafue Delegates authority to obtain Dalegatce authority so Well Mokes elenr -cut delegation* 

nccrssnry aotborlty delegation of authority* adequate effldency. that sffldancy is assured. of authority rawjltlog fo 

maxfmum efficiency. 


1. GIVING ORDERS AND INSTRUCTIONS! * 

□ □ □ □ □ ‘ □ 

Unknown Creates resentment by the Obtains submission to order* Obtains compliance without Achieves willing compliance Inspires enthusiasts coop- 

arbitrary manner lo which by bis rtiiance on aotborlty arousing resentment when by considering the sell-respcct eratloo by tbs qm of Uclln 

ha gives orders. alone. giving order*. of suhordlnatee when giving giving orders. 

order*. 


SUPPORTING ACTIONS OF SUBORDINATES! C . 

□ □ □ □ □ n 

Unknown Plsttalros responsibility for Does not support actions Backs np actions taken under Backs up actlooa taken under Takes re«ponsihl»itg for sub- 

subordinates’ actions taken taken under authority that spectOo authority delegated general authority delegated ordinates' actions oven when 

under the authority be ha* ba has delegated to sub- to subordinates. lo subordinates. subordinates exceed authority 

delegated to them. ordinate*. dale gated to them. 


10. DEVELOPING TEAMWORK! 

0 □ □ □ □ □ 

Unknown Neglects to da rclop cooper- Makes little effort to develop Develops adequate cooper*- Develops good teamwork Develops outstanding team- 

allot) and teamwork among cooperation and teamwork tlon and teamwork among which result* In no effective work which results In mail* 

bh subordinates. among his snbortlinatea. bis subordinates. organisation. mum effectiveness. 


la— imn 
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II. MAINTAINING RELATIONS WITH SUBORDINATES: 



Unknown Fells to maintain discipline 

and the respect due an officer 
In his position because of 
undue familiarity wltb sub- 
ordinate*. 


Maintains discipline and tba Maintains friendly relations Associates wltb subordinates Attains a hlRh level of dis- 
respect due on officer In bis wltb subordinates without In a manner which insures clpllna and respect from sub 

position with difficulty be- loss of discipline or the the respect due him as a ordiootes through his 

cause of undue familiarity respect due bis position. superior offloer. friendly but dignified oon- 

witb subordinates. duct toward thorn. 




ill. PROFICIENCY IN PLANNING AND DIRECTING ACTION 


12. SOLVING PROBLEMS! 

□ □ 

Unknown Falls to solve problems com- 

monly encountertd In his 
work. 


□ □ □ n 

Makes Inadequate solutions Solves day-to-day problems Solves difficult problems by Solves very unusual prob* 

to problems ho could reason- by making use of existing making adaptations of exist* Jems by ingenious procedures 

ably be expected to handle resources. log resources, 

successfully. 


13. PREPARING PLANS: 

□ □ 

Unknown Prepares Inadequate plans. 


□ □ □ □ 

Prepares plans based on only Prepares adequate plans Prepares thorough plans Prepares highly effective 

obvious factors. emphasising the obvious based on an understanding of plans hosed on a thorough 

factors. all factors. analysis of ail factors. 


II. TAKING PROMPT ACTION* 

□ □ 

Unknown Falls to act when decisions 

era needed. 


□ □ □ □ 

Hesitates or puts off making Usually takes necessary ao- Consistently takes prompt Takes prompt action In un- 
needed decisions. Hon wltb a minimum of delay. action to meet established needs, usual or complicated situa- 

tions. 


IS. making correct decisions* 

□ □ 

Unknown Frequently makes unsound 

or questionable decisions. 


□ □ □ ' □ 
Occasionally make# question- Usually makes adequate Usually makes good decisions Makes excellent decisions 

able decisions. decisions based on reasonable showing sound evaluations of which exactly fit all the 

Interpretation ol facts. all Iba factors Involved. factors Involved. 


!«. MAKING FORCEFUL EFFORTS! 

□ □ 

Unknown Shows no vigor and force In 

bis efforts to achieve objec 
tlves. 


□ □ □ □ 

Exhibits little vigor and force Usually vigorous and forceful Pursues object Ives of the or* Mokes extremely vigorous 

In bis efforts 1o achieve In bis efforts to achieve gonlutlon with vigor end and forceful efforts to achlevs 

objectives. objectives. # force. objectives. 


17. ABSORBING MATERIALS! 

□ □ 

Unknown. Delays operations because of 

slowness In absorbing facts. 


□ ^ □ □ □ 

Achieves Inadequate results Learns rapidly enough to do Achieves good results because Achieves excepl lonal results 

because of alow learn log. bis Job In an acceptable of capacity to Icoyi involved because of Ills unusual 

manner. materials rapidly. ability to learn. 




IV: ACCEPTANCE QF INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY 



18. CARRYING OUT ORDERS AND DIRECTIVES! 

Q □ □ □ □ □ 

Unknown Frequently delays compliance Sometimes delays compllanoa Carries out orders end Carries out orders and * Carries oul promptly end 

with orden and directives. wltb orders and directives. directives without undue directives promptly. effectively tua spirit and 

delay. Intent of orders and 

directives. 



II. COOPERATING WITH ASSOCIATES* 

□ □ □ □ □ 



Unknown Cooperates grudgingly wltb 
associates. 


Gives assistance to associates Cooperates willingly wltb Voluntarily' assists associates Is alert lo offer assistance to 

when requested to do so. associates when called upon. wban help Is required. associates when help Is 

needed. 


20. ATTENDING TO DUTY* 

□ □ 

Unknown Requires constant supervl* 

sion to keep bis attention 
on his assigned dull A. 


□ * □ □ □ 

Works Jus! hard enough to 8 bows acceptable industry In Works hard and willingly to Does aitra work voluntarily 

get by. his work. achieve objectives. In order to achieve 

objectives. 



21. MAINTAINING MILITARY APPEARANCE* **' r 



U UJ 

Unknown Appearance and bearing 

Interfere with his effective- 
ness. 


i — i i — i i_J - i — i 

Appearance and bearing Presents a good appearance Appearance and bearing Appearance and bearing 

detract somewhat from bis and bearing. create e distinctly favorable Inspire a blgb degree o! 

effectiveness. Impression. confldenoo. 



22. CONFORMING TO STANDARDS OF PERSONAL CONDUCT* 

□ □ □ □ □ □ 



Unknown Reduces Mi efficiency or dis- 
credits tba service by non con- 
form unco to accepted stand- 
ards of personal conduct. 


Docs not attain bis full Follows acceptable standards Maintains blgb standards In Is a distinct cradlt lo tbe 

efficiency because of occasional In bis personal conduct. hls personal conduct. service by mumtulnlng eicep 

laxity In hls personal conduct. tlonully high standards of 

. personal conduct. 


13. HANDLING PUBLIC RELATIONS* 

□ □ 

Unknown Handles pubilo relations In 

sucb a manner as to create 
antagonism 


□ □ □ □ 
Overtake opportunities to In handling public relations Is alerl to opportunities to Creates opportunities to 

*•' ^ cod publio relations. usually creates a fa varabla further good publlo relations. advance best interests of 

Impression. Ibe service. 








r ':gure 3 (ccPtlnued) 
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V. PROFICIENCY IN DUTY ASSIGNMENTS 



21. APPLYING TRAINING AND INFORMATION: 

□ □ □ 

Unknown! Make.* serious mistakes In Make? occcptnhle application 
Applying fundament ols of of his training and Information 
bb (mining. only Io routine problems. 



□ 

Mikes ftfrrplnblo application 
oi his training nod iniurmotlon 
lo most problems. 



D 

Makes skilled application of 
bis tralolng nnd Information 
to meat problems. 



□ 

Demonstrates in unusually 
hlch drpm of skill In apply 
Ing his tralnlsr and Informa- 
tion to all problems. 



U. IMPROVING EFFECTIVENESS: 

□ □ 

Unknown Overlook* opportunities 

offered lihn to improvo hb 
effect ivenrss. 



□ 

Makes limited efforl to 
Improve his effectiveness. 



Accept* opportunities to 
Improve hb effectiveness. 



□ 

Is alert to opportunities to 
Improve bb effectiveness. 



□ 

Actively recks out opportu- 
nities to Improve bb 
effectiveness. 



26. PROFICIENCY IN REGULAR DUTIES: 

□ □ D 

Unknown rerformv Inadequately In Performs adequately In rontloa 

many phases of hb regular phases of bb regular duties, 
duties. 



n n 

Performs adequately In dealing Performs excellently to alt 
with all problems encountered phases of hb regular duties. 
In bb regular duties. 



Poes exceptional work oven 
In the most difficult phases 
of hb regular duties. > 



27. PROFICIENCY IN ADDITIONAL DtJTIE3i 
□ □ 



Performs Inadequately In 
many phases of nb additional 
duties. 



□ 



Performs adequately In routine 
phases of bb additional duties. 



□ 

Performs adequately In dealing 
with all problems encountered 
In bis additional duties. 



□ 

Performs excellently In all 
phases of bb additional dnties 



Docs exceptional work even 
lo the moat difficult phases oi 
.hb additional duties. 



SECTION D {To be used by reporting senior f when appropriate ) 

Record here any comments necessary to clarify specific ratings made in Section C 



t : 



SECTION E (To 6c completed by reporting senior ) 

I CERTIFY that to tho best of my knowledge and belief all entries made hereon are true and without prejudice of partiality. 



(8 Ignat ore of reporting senior) 



(Dste) 



SECTION F (To 6o completed by officer reported on) 

I have seco this completed report: 

□ I have no statement to make. - 



{Check one) 



G I have attached a statement. 



(Signature of officer reported on) 



(Dale) 



SECTION G (To 6c comp/c/rd by reviewing officer) 
Name of reviewing offleor 1— 

Duty nfi?ignraect 



Grada.. 



U8MC_ 



InitlalsL- 






f c. . • 3 (co r ' v "-usd ) 



eighteen months more, it is to be reported, than NAVMC 
form 652PD (Rev 7-50) was to remain effective. 

Etnyre states that "the new system was riddled with problems 

21 

from its inception. Reporting seniors balked... 11 This may be 
a harsh judgment; yet, apparently selection boards found almost 
no means to make comparisons of officers due for consideration 
for promotion. Whereas d i scr i mi nat i on in marked values were 
difficult to distinguish under the old system of the forties, 
they could now distinguish little or nothing under the new. 

It must have been a most difficult decision, but the Marine 
Corps was to return to essentially the same reporting system 
which it had used prior to General Order 72. It is true that 
the new form of 1952 did not look exactly the same as that used 
in the forties, but it is also a fact that the items to be con- 
sidered and the rating scale to be used were nearly identical 
to the old form. Figure 4 is copied from the form in use today; 

It differs from the 1952 form only by its inclusion of item 19b* 
(See figure 4, pages 17 and 18). 

Having returned to a system of officer evaluation which had 
already been once rejected, the Corps was to find through the 
years that results of that system were frequently to be less than 
desirable. Recall the statement of Major General Berkeley >on,>page 
3; to it can be added comments of other prominent Marines. For 
one example, Major General Donald M. Weller, USMC, while Deputy 
Chief of Staff for Personnel, stated: 

21 ibid. , p. 37. 
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OFFICER FITNESS REPORT — U.S MARINE CORPS 

NAVMC 1 01 * 7 — PD (»fV 

(JUPttJtOtJ NAVMC 101 47 — PD («V 2-571 WHICH MAT •( UStO AU OlHt* EDITIONS Ail OBSOlfTf) 


SECTION A 

1 USMC 


(Last name) (First name) ( Initial ) (Grade) (Service number) 

2 ORGANIZATION 


3 PRIMARY MOS ADDITIONAL MOS’S 


4 OCCASION FOR REPORT (Check appropriate box) 

1 | SEMIANNUAL | | OETACHMENT OF OFFICER REPORTEO ON (— l CHANGE OF REPORTING 1 — 1 CONCURRENT (—1 OTHER 

1 1 1 1 (Enter unit or station to u hith detached 1 1 SENIOR l 1 REPORT 1 1 (Explain on line below) 

on line below) 


5 PERIOD COVERED FROM TO MONTHS 


(Day, month, year) (Day, month, year) 

6 PERIODS OF NONAVAILABILITY (30 DAYS OR MORE) (Explain) _ _ . . . 




7 DUTY ASSIGNMENTS DURING PERIOD COVERED REGULAR (Dates, descriptive title, and duty MOS) 




ADDITIONAL ( Descriptive title and number of months) 


MARKSMANSHIP QUALIFICATIONS ( Lieutenants and Captains J _ _ ....._ 

6 WIFE'S ADDRESS 




9 AGE. RELATIONSHIP OF DEPENDENTS REQUIRING TRANSPORTATION 






10 OFFICER’S PREFERENCE FOR NEXT ASSIGNMENT (1st choice) 


(Id choice) (3d choice) 




(Signature of officer reported on) (Date) 


SECTION B (To be completed by reporting senior) 

11. NAME OF REPORTING SENIOR GRADE US 


12 DUTY ASSIGNMENT . __ 


13 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR OFFICER’S NEXT DUTY ASSIGNMENT 



14 DURING THE PERIOD COVERED BY THIS REPORT 



(а) Has the work of this officer been reported on in a I I I I 

commendatory way? 1 — 1 — 1 

(б) Has the work of this officer been reported adversely? Q 

(c) Was this officer the subject of any disciplinary I ] I I 

action that should be included on his record? 



If YES in (a), (6), or (c), and a report has NOT been submitted to the 
CMC, attach separate statement of nature and attendant circumstances. 
If a report has been submitted to the CMC, reference such report below: 



15* ENTRIES ON THIS REPORT ARE BASED ON ( Check appropriate box) 

□ OAIIY CONTACT ANO CLOSE OBSERVATION I — I FREOUENT OBSERVATIONS 

OF THIS OFFICER’S WORK L J OF THIS OFFICER’S WORK 



□ INFREOUENT OBSERVATIONS 
OF THIS OFFICER’S WORK 



15b TO BE COMPLETED ON ORGANIZED RESERVE OFFICERS 
ATTENDED OF SCHEDULED DRILLS 



Officer Appra sal Report Form Currently used 
by the Marine Corps 

Figure A 



17 





SECTION C (To be completed in pan and ink by reporting tenter) 

Considering the officer reported on in comparison with all other Officers of the same grade whose profes- 
sional abilities are known to you personally, indicate your estimate of this officer by marking “X" in the 
appropriate spaces below. 

16 PERFORMANCE OF DUTY (Based on /net) 


NOT OBSERVED 


UNSATISFACTORY 


BELOW AVERAGE 


AVERAGE 


ABOVE AVERAGE 


EXCELLENT 


OUTSTANDING 


(a) REGULAR DUTIES 
















(6) ADDITIONAL DUTIES.. 
















(c) administrative DUTIES 
















(</) HANDLING OFFICERS 
















(e) HANDLING ENLISTED PERSONNEL 
















(/) TRAINING PERSONNEL 
















( 9 ) TACTICAL HANDLING OF TROOPS (Unit appropriate to officer s grade ) 
















17. TO WHAT DEGREE HAS HE EXHIBITED THE FOLLOWING? 


(a) ENDURANCE (Physical and mental ability for carrying on under fatiguing conditions) 
















(b) PERSONAL APPEARANCE (77>*/rai/ of habitnufty appearing neat, smart, and u eft •groomed in uniform nr ein/ian attire ) 
















(c) MILITARY PRESENCE (The quality of mointoining appropriate dignity and soldierly beoring) 
















(d) ATTENTION TO DUTY (Industry; the trait of working thoroughly and conscientiously) 
















(e) COOPERATION (The faculty of working in harmony with others, militory ond civilian) 
















(f) INITIATIVE (The trait of taking necessary or appropriate action on own responsibility) 
















GO JUDGMENT (The ability to think clearly ond arrive at logical conclusions) 
















(A) PRESENCE OF MIND (The ability to think and act promptly and effectively in an unexpected emergency or under great eiratn) 
















(0 FORCE (The faculty of carrying out with energy and resolution that which is believed to be reasonable, right a r duty) 
















O’) LEADERSHIP (The capacity to direct, control, and influence others and still maintain high morale) 
















(Jr) LOYALTY (The quality of rendering faithful and willing service, and unswerving allegiance under any and all circumstonces) 
















(l) PERSONAL RELATIONS (Faculty for e«iaWi«Ainp and maintaining cordial relations with military and civilian associates) 
















(ni) ECONOMY IN MANAGEMENT ( Effective utilization of men, money and materials) 
















18. ( 
19. 


Considering the poss 
Would you — 

(a) Indicate your e 

NOT OBSERVEO 

□ 


ible requirements of 

E] NOT OISERVEO 

stimate of this offia 

unsatisfactory 

□ 


service in war, indicate your attitude toward having this officer under your command. 

1 — ] PREFER NOT (— I | BE WILLING [~l IE GUO [“! PART1CUURIY 

LJ TO HAVE? LJ TO HAVE? LJ TO HAVE? LJ OESIRE TO HAVE? 

iris "General Value to the Service” by marking "X" in the appropriate box: 

BELOW AVERAGE 1 AVERAGE | ABOVE AVERAGE 1 EXCELLENT 1 OUTSTANDING 

□ pnqnp.. npn 






(b) Show distribution of all Item 19. (a) markings awarded officers of his grade for this reporting occasion: 




ACTION D (ZS completed by reporting senior In pan and Ink.) Record In this space a concise appraisal of the professional character of the officer reported on. 
( This space must not be left blank. ) 


SECTION E (To be completed by the reporting senior) 

I CERTIFY that to the best of my knowledge and belief all entries 
made hereoh are true and without prejudice or partiality. 


SECTION F (To be completed when required) 

( Check One) 

I have seen this completed report. I — 1 

1 1 1 HAVE NO STATEMENT TO MAKE 

CH 1 HAVE ATTACHEO A STATEMENT 


(Signature of reporting senior) ( Date ) 


(Signature of officer reported on) ( Date) 


SECTION G (To be complei 
NAME OF REVIEWING OFFICER 
DUTY ASSIGNMENT 


led by reviewing officer) 

- - rtp*nr US 


INITIALS 


•US GOVCPNMfcNT PRINTING OFFICE 1*610— 5*105 



F igure 4 (continued) 
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The evidence is adequate to properly identify the 
best officers and non-commissioned officers, 
provided that fitness reports are not i nf 1 ated . . . ^2 

It is no secret, particularly among those who have 
recently served on selection boards, that there 
has been a tendency to inflate fitness reports. 

Obviously this makes the task of the selection board 
more difficult. It is more difficult to identify 
those with the greatest potential. 

...it should be clear that the key to the selection 
is the care and judgment exercised by commanding 
officers in marking fitness reports. ^ 

Those statements, and many like them, suggest that the 

Corps was, and is, "to live" with a system rather than "to have" 

a system of officer evaluation and this may suggest criticism 

24 

be given to the 1952 decision to take a "giant step backward." 

Yet, the recent experiences of the U. S. Army appear to confirm 

the folly of revolutionary changes and to suggest that the Corps 1 

decision to reverse itself in 1952 was a pre-eminently good one, 

weaknesses of the system notwithstanding. 

And, when the editor of the Gazette spoke of selection board 

difficulties in making valid comparisons of officers because of 

weak fitness report preparation last November, he coupled with it 

this report of the Corps 1 most recent public re-commitment to the 

present system like this: 

...that's another reason why HQMC (Headquarters, 

Marine Corps) plans no changes in fitness report 
format. Comparisons are difficult enough to draw 



oo 

For more on the marking "inflation" problem, see Chapter II. 

^General Donald M. Weller, "Personnel Policies and You," 
Marine Corps Gazette , XLIV (June, I960), 13. 

^William E. Etnyre, 0£. c i t . , p. 37. 
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without adding to the havoc of educating marking 
seniors with a new report. ^5 

The Thesis 

If military personnel evaluation in general can provoke 
such negative criticism from prominent sources, should we not 
ask: why? If Marine Corps personnel evaluation, in particular, 

can cause a Marine general officer to speculate that one of every 
ten promotions ("over the years our experience has been that they 
bat about 90%...") is a questionable situation, should we not 
ask: what can be done to improve the matter? If we can begin 
to improve the system, little by little, with no risk of loss of 
effectiveness as we now know it, should we not begin? 

It is our thesis that significant improvement in the quality 
of Marine Corps personnel appraisal can be realized by better use 
of the current reporting system. Our study seeks weaknesses of 
the system and examines some alternatives to them. Although 
some consideration of the rating scale will be made, we will not 
suggest revolutionary change to the format currently used in 
report i ng. 

Probably, one of the major efforts to be made in overcoming 
problems of the system is in the application of electronic data 
processing (EDP). Eventually, a large application of EDP will 
occur. Our study of EDP in the report system is limited only to 
"initial" applications of machines in standard scoring of reports 
and to some uses of those scoring results. 



2 5|_ieutenant Colonel W. L. Traynor (ed.), "Officer Markings 
Get Special Attention," Marine Corps Gazette, XLVIII (November, 
1964 ), 6 . 
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CHAPTER I I 



THE REPORTING ENVIRONMENT 
Some General Information 

Fitness reports, with almost negligible exception, are pre- 
pared at least twice annually for each officer of the Marine 
Corps. For various reasons, though, it may be that the annual 
average number of fitness report submissions per officer more 
closely approximates 3.5 to 4.0.^ Therefore, it appears that the 
volume of officer fitness reports is about 60,000 per year. That 
figure is important in considering machine (computer) time which 
might be required in computer applications. 

It is best noted here that a sizeable portion of the 60,000 

2 

reports may be M not observed 11 reports. Any machine programming 
must be capable of handling that type of report. 

The Rating Scale and Normal Populations 

Marines are rated in three general areas: past performance 

of duty, personal traits and professional character i st i cs , £nd 
potent i al --under both combat and general considerations. The 
rating scale to which the Marine Corps is committed is shown in 
Figure 5. The shaded marking-boxes which appear between the 
marking cl ass i f i cat ions are available for use only when considering 
the Marine's "General Value to Service." 

^For a complete study of submission regulations, see: U. S. 
Marine Corps, Marine Corps Personnel Manua 1 , Officer and Non- 
commissioned Officer Fitness Reports, May 1964, Chapter 15, 
paragraph 15068. 

o 

U. S. Marine Corps, Joe. ci t . 
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3 □ E 


3 □ 0 


□ 



Marine Corps Personnel Evaluation Rating Scale 

Figure 5 



What sort of a distribution of markings should the Marine Corps 
expect from this scale? Psychologists are agreed that "psycholo- 
gical measurements, and such biological factors as height and 
weight, are distributed in approximate accordance with the normal 
probability curve. Stated otherwise, "it is well recognized 
that all, or nearly all, measurements of human traits and abilities 
result in distributions of approximately this form."** The pre- 
sumption, and a basic assumption of this study, is that the 
Commandant of the Marine Corps should expect a normal distribution 
of markings over the scale from unsatisfactory to outstanding. 

At this point, let us briefly review the properties of a 
'normal population 1 . The normal distribution curve is the 
familiar bell-shape graph as shown in Figure 6. The average 
value of occurrences within the distribution is centrally located 
at x, the mean. All other values deviate from the mean. A measure 
of their deviation from the mean has been called standard deviation. 
Standard deviation, commonly referred to by the Greek symbol < T, 
has been so defined that 99.73% of all items of a normal distri- 
bution lie within three standard deviations of the mean or average 

^Norman L. Munn, Psycho 1 ogy : The Fundamenta 1 s of Human Adjust - 
ment , (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company^ 1946), p. 398. 

4 

Joseph Tiffin, Industrial Psychology , (New York: Prentice- 

Hall Incorporated, 1952), p. 494. 
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mean, include approxi matel y all items which make up a normal 
population. Or, in other words, the value (rating) scale of a 
normal population is covered by six discriminations when we speak 
of standard deviations.^ 

For the unwary, the reminder is placed that we are not 
suggesting Marine Corps officers are a random sampling of the 
population of the United States. If, somehow, it were possible 
to compare the sampling and the population of the U. S. in terms 
of the character i st i cs included in the fitness report, it is 
possible that Figure 7 might show the relative distributions, 
except, of course, for comparative scale of drawings. The point 
is made to emphasize the Marine Corps officer group is a normally 
distributed group drawn from a much larger normally distributed 
group. 

^For a complete discussion of normal distribution, see: 

Paul G. Hoel , I nt roduct i on to Mathemat i ca 1 S tat i s t i cs , (New York: 
John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1947), p, 28 ff. 
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one of the underlying causes of inflated markings which prevail 
in the system? Is the officer marking First Lieutenant John 
Brown unable to sort out all the first lieutenants whom he knows 
and use their collective performances as a yardstick as the 
system requires? Or, as an alternative, is the marking officer 
comparing First Lieutenant John Brown with the portion of the 
entire U. S. population which he knows? 

While those academic questions plead attention, let us 
consider the coincidence that the most important property of the 
normal curve, standard deviation, divides the distribution into 
six groups (99.73% of cases lie within plus or minus 3^r’Qf x), and 
that the rating scale to which the Marine Corps is currently 
committed also tends to divide the normally distributed officer 
population into six groups (unsatisfactory to outstanding). What 
is the implication of this similarity? 
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If we were to superimpose the rating scale of the Marine 
Corps fitness report on the normal distribution curve--and 
this should be the intent of our rating effort--it appears that 
we are demanding a distribution of markings for officers of each 
grade as appears in Figure 8. 




rating scale is immediately obvious, "Average," a term generally 
connoting symmetry about mean, falls entirely below (to the left) 
of the mean. A very important first step toward inflated ratings 
has thus been committed by the Marine Corps rating system, even 
before the stroke of the pen of a marking officer. 

If the graphic superimposing (Figure 8) of the rating scale 
can give first insight to weakness of the system, then the question 
occurs: can the tabular superimposing of the rating system upon 

the normal distribution help the analysis? Table I is such a 
tabul at ion . 
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TABLE I 

TABULAR NORMAL DISTRIBUTION OF MARINE CORPS OFFICERS 



j 



Rank 


Approx. No. 
Off i cers 


\ 


Normal D 


i s t r i but i on 




1 

1 

1 

Total 


UNSAT 

2.3% 


B/A 

13.6% 


AVE 

34.1% 


A/A 

34.1% 


EX i 
13.6% 


1 0 

! 2.3% 


Gen 


60 


2 


8 


20 


20 


8 


2 


60 


Col 


600 


14 


82 


204 


204 


82 


14 


600 


LtCol 


1650 


38 


222 


565 


565 


222 


38 


1650 


Maj 


2500 


58 


340 


852 


852 


340 


58 


2500 


Capt 


3500 


81 


476 


1193 


1193 


476 


81 


3500 


Lts 


7485 


172 


1018 


2553 


2552 


1018 


172 


7485 


Tot 


15795 


365 


2146 


5387 


5386 


2146 


365 | 


15795 



Suffice it to say that the completion of this table itself 
became academic after computation of the first four figures. Such 
a distribution "demands 11 2. 27% of f i cers be declared unsatisfactory 
in every rank and that 13.60% of officers of a rank be declared 
below average. In terms of 60 general officers of the Marine Corps, 
this suggests that 9 of them are clearly of a quality below average 
or less; of 600 colonels, 95 are to be so designated. Now, this 
seems a false and unacceptable implication; and it's probably at 
least as false and unacceptable to the 60 general officers and 600 
colonels of the Marine Corps as it is to us. 

The first alternative to superimposing the full rating scale 
on the normal distribution is to disregard the "unsatisfactory" 
rating as a possible choice to normal marking. An officer who 
somehow should qualify for such an evaluation is apparently a 
special case and presumably will not long be an officer. 

With that very logical situation prevailing, the second real 
giant step toward inflated markings has been conceded by the system. 
Superimposing the remaining five discriminatory categories upon 
the normal distribution has been done in Figure 9. One unpalatable 
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matter is immediately obvious; the "above average" category is 
now at the center of the distribution; semantics ("Above Average" 
now becomes the average) become more severely distorted. More- 
over, 630 officers (3.6%) of the Marine Corps should yet be 
clearly designated below average or less. 
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The trend of the argument seems obvious: conceded an 

inch, take a mile. Shortly, only excellent and outstanding 
marks are awarded; professional discrimination, vital to the 
welfare of the Marine Corps and the Marine, is almost non- 
existent. And, if this seems an unfair conclusion, let us 
investigate some statistics. 

The Admi n i strat i ve and Records unit, Officer Detail Section, 
Assignment and Classification Branch of the Personnel Depart- 
ment, Headquarters Marine Corps conducted a survey of submitted 
fitness reports in 1959. All fitness reports submitted upon 
officers of the 2d Marine Aircraft Wing and the 2nd Marine 
Division between September 1958 and April 1959 were carefully 

tabulated. The results seem eloquent argument for revision 

£ 

of the marking cues on the Marine Corps rating scale. Table 
II tabulates the results of the study; table II is located on 
page 29. 

Graphing of the statistics, in comparison with the normal 
distribution makes an interesting study too. For that study, 
see Figures 10 a-h, pages 30, 31, 32 and 33. 

There are some closing considerations to be given to the 
rating scale and its possible change. First, confronted with the 
rating dilemma as it has been presented, some marking officers in 
the past have found their own solution to the limited number of 



Results of this study are included in: U. S. Marine Corps, 

unpublished letter A03E-rlm, 27 October 1959. 
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xx Number of officers rank Lieutenant Colonel not available for Air Wing. 



* 
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Figure 10c. Distribution of 2nd Marine Division officer 
(captains) ratings for period Sep 1958 to Apr 1959 
compared with normal distribution* 
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Figure lOh. Distribution of 2nd Marine Air Wing officer 
(lieutenant colonels) ratings for period Sep 1958 to 
At>r 1959 compared with normal distribution* 



33 



( 



usable discriminations by marking on the lines between marking 
columns. This practice resulted in a Marine Corps regulation as 
reported in the Gazette : 

...CMC (Commandant of the Marine Corps) has ruled that 
M fence-straddl i ng M by reporting seniors in marking 
items 16 and 17 of fitness reports is prohibited. The 
new policy, which stops marking M on the line’ 1 between 
various marking columns (e.g. "Excel lent/Outstanding") , 
will be announced in upcoming Marine Corps Bulletin...' 

Finally, that comparisons are difficult cannot be denied. To 

change rating scales in the past was to invite disaster; the Marine 

Corps' 1 950- 1 952 personnel appraisal decisions are a classic 

example. And, the frequent past statements of caution which 

warned of the impossibility of comparing fitness reports (between 

systems) if we were to change rating scales in ’’mid-stream’ 1 surely 

had high validity. 

No longer is that true. Standard scoring has long been a 
valid statistical concept. (This paper considers standard scoring 
of fitness reports in Chapger IV) But, the arithmetic manipulation 
required in the processing of a large volume of fitness reports, for 
example, in an effort to achieve standard scoring, was not feasible. 

No longer is THAT true. The computer has rendered that in- 
feasibility and the "no change'! phr&psophy a myth. To be sure, 

‘ ‘ .V V * 

change should not be made for change's sake, and caution is yet the 
order of the day--it always will be. 

The Reporting Scheme and Some Problems 

Current regulations require submission of appraisal forms 
(refer to Figure 4, page 17) by the commanding officer of the 

^Lieutenant Colonel W. L. Traynor (ed.), "Fitness Report 
Change," Marine Corps Gazette , XLVII (September, 1963), 2. 
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Marine concerned. For example, let us assume that Lieutenant A 
is about to have a fitness report prepared in his case. The 
lieutenants position in the command hierarchy of his battalion 
i s shown in Fi gure 1 1 . 




Although techniques surely differ, normally the company 
commander of Company A, CpA, in informal review with the company 
executive officer, Q, will prepare a "rough 11 fitness report upon 
Lieutenant A. Current instructions say that Lieutenant A will be 
compared with all officers of the same grade whose professional 
abilities are known personally by the marking officer. 

The company commander then furnishes the "rough" report to 
the battalion commander, LtCAA, who is charged with the responsi- 
bility of preparing the official, permanent report. LtCAA may 
precisely duplicate the report, he may slightly alter the report 
as "roughed" by the company commandeV, or he may ignore the "rough" 
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entirely. The final evaluation of Lieutenant A rests almost 
entirely with Lieutenant Colonel AA. 

Figure 12 shows Lieutenant A's position in the command 
hierarchy of the regiment. 



ICol AAAAl 
(LtcDDI 





Regimental 
Headquarters 
Company with 
various staff 
and other 
sect i ons 



1st 



Battal ion 



2nd 



Bn 



3rd 




Schematic Depicting Regimental Command Hierarchy 

Figure 12 



To complete the reporting scheme, the official report which 
LtCAA has prepared is submitted to the regimental commander, 

ColAAAA, who acts as a reviewing officer. Although the reviewing 
officer certainly has the prerogative to question the ratings of any 
or all reports, it may be that the review has more likely become a 
test of the technical correctness of the report and little more. 

Captain B's personal report is likely to be prepared in a 
"rough" by the battalion executive officer, MaC. As before, LtCAA 
prepares the final, official report and it is further submitted to 
Colonel AAAA for review. 
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It seems safe to suggest that reports for officers are 
generally made in a similar way regardless of location., rank, 
duties, or organization. 

What lies at the roots of problems which prevail in such a 
system of appraisal? 

It can be reported that the common vagaries of such performance 
appraisal are word-worn; reference after reference belabors the 
several pitfalls which are constantly present in the system. Some 
apply to the mechanics; most apply to the perpetration. And, com- 
mitted already to acceptance of the Marine Corps 1 current format, 
let us direct our attention at this time to the difficulties which 
the system encounters as result of the interaction of peopl e--mark i ng 
officers, if you will--with it. We can do this, too, armed with the 
supporting thought that “the success of a rating plan depends less 

g 

on the method, or rating form, than on (its proper management) .. .“ 

About forty-five years ago, Thorndike investigated and 

9 

reported the phenomenon called “halo 11 tendency. It occurs there is 
a natural tendency for the rater to be influenced in rating one factor 
by the kind of rating he gives on another factor. In fact, the 
individual rather tends to give each man approximately the same 
rating on all factors. If a rater has a general feeling that a man 
is good, he will rate him high on all factors--and the reverse is 
true, too. Etnyre likens this to the “'good fat man 1 suddenly having 
no weaknesses, including even 'personal appearance' or Military 

9 V 

presence 1 . . 

g 

WilJiard Howell Thomas, I ndustr i al Psychology , (New York: 

Holt, Rinehard and Winston, 1958) p. 61 . 

g 

E. L. Thorndike, "A Constant Error in Psychological Ratings," 
Journal of Applied Psychology , IV (April, 1920), 25-29. 

10 

Etnyre, 0 £. cit . , p. 58. 
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